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Dear Ks. Searcy:

RE: PR DOCKET NO.

~
1-/~ ~~~n2!c<~~~~T~~u~~~,~

.. --' ~ Donna Searcy, Secretary
ederal Communications Coma1~sio~

1919 H Street NW Room 2~?

Washington DC 20554

As an end user of public safety and/or special emergency fre­
quencies, I would like to voice my opposition to "spectrum re­
f~rming", as outlined in notice of proposed rule making #92-235.
While public safety inter':!sts are unique from other spectrum
users due to the publi~ safety considerations, this distinction
is not ad.dressea in this proposlli. Some ma.' or pCliuts of concerl'.
are listed below.

The possibility of haVing to replace existing equipment and ex­
pa~ the number of transmitter sites puts a tremendous fi$~al

't)u-r.;t~n.o.i-.the governmental entities. These agencies cannot
expee~ to bear this extr~ financial burden in this time of bud-
g~t,~~~bac~... . .',

'. .....,t- " _ .f" -'_'"' "

po~r'-itm.liat ionS based on" he1ght'''aboVeiv.'e:f-~g~,·ter~'in}~nd':fifty
mlle"sE!P~rations are not practicali;t public' ~!ety 'appl1cat'ions
whei'e a spec1fi.= geopolitical area must be covered', .!.

There is no provision for mutual aid and inter ageney operations.
Such operations form the backbone of emergency communications.

rhere-is also no provision for eliminating potential int~rference

from p.xisting Canadian stations.

The time table for implementation of narrow channel spa-;ing will
~ct be effective unless all $tation~ change system standards si­
multaneouslv. This. in reality. is imp05sible. There are also
~ny quc5tions pertaining to f"equency coordination.

Technical
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TOWN OF CHAUTAUQUA
Rollman Town Office Building • 11 South Erie Street

Searcy. Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
19t9 X Street NY Room 222
Washington DC 20554

RE: PR DOCKET NO. 92-235 OPPOSTIOB TO DOCKET

RECEIVED

'APR - 71~~:;

'. Mayvillel1 N!.Y'.:~lk 14757
FCC MAIL tiOOM

Dear :Ms. Searcy:

As an end user of public safety and/or special ~mergency fre­
quencies, I would 11ke to voice my opposition to "spectrum re­
farming". as outlinedUl notice of proposed rule 1I\I:lk1nr; #92-235.
While public safety interests are unique from other spectrum
users due to the public safety considerations. this distinction
is not addressea in this proposal. Some mtlJor points of concern
are listed below.

The possibility of having to replace existing equipment and ex­
pand the number of transmitter sites puts a tremendous fiscal
burden o~ the governmental entiti~$ These agencies cannot
expect: to bear this extr~ financial burden in thts time of bud­
get" cutb~ck~,

Powet:' Hm1tat,1r.)ns based on 'height:,a1)Qve a.ve.~ag~ t,e,rra1n.and,f1fty
.11e $eparat10ns are not practical in pU'blicSAfety,~ppl1.:ations

where a specifi.:: geopol.itical area mU$'t; 1;>e covered.· .

Tbe:.ne is no px'ovision for mutual aid and intor agency operations.
Such operations form the backbone of emergency communications.

There is also no provision for eliminating potential interference
from existing Canadian stations.

The time table for implementation of narrow channel spacing will
not be effective unless all stations change system s'tandards si­
mul~aneously. This. in reality. is impossible. Tbere are also
m.:.. ....y quectior.:. pertaining to frequency o:;oordination .

.
Tecbnical st~ndards necessary to support this proposal do not ad-
dress a cost effective method of modifying eXisting equipment.
There is evidence of problems with poor voice (luality. tone
squelch de~oding, data transmission. and tone signaling. Tone
signaling is the main method of dlert1ng in publ1c safety commun­
iCdtions and replacement of existing eqUipment would be finan­
cially prohibitive.

Considering the many financial and technical reasons for the pub­
lic $.!lfety cOlm.unlty to oppose these regulation~. and tbe poten­
tlb.l comprolll~seo.fthe publics' s~fety.I r~q\lest"that~the COlli'""
lIIissionwitbdraw this no,tice of propos~d rule~k:ing #!?2.';'2?5.
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X60. Donna Se~!'ey. SeCT'''' tary
Federal COll:lllUnicei: 1011"5 Ct)tUIiss1cn
1919 X Street NY Room 222
Woshington DC ~C5~4

RE: PR DOCKET BO. 92-235 OPPOSTIOH TODOC~rf

Dear )(s. Searcy:

As an en<i usp.r· of public safety and/nr spec1al e..rgency f1"e-­
quencies, I would like to voice my opposition 'to "spectrum re­
f~rmlng", as outlin~~ in not1ce of proposed rule making #92-235.
~nile public safety interests are unique from other spectrum
u~)ers due to the publi.: safety considQrllt1.ons, this distinction
ts not addressea in this proposal. Some major points of concern
are listed be~~w,

The possibility of having to replace existing aquipment and ex­
pand the number of transmitter sites puts a tremendous :f1scal
burden on the governmental entities. These agenc:f.'!':li cannot
expect to bear this extra financial burdp.'n i.n this t1:lilll! of hud­
set cutbaCKS.

POw@>l' limitations based or, heigh'!; above aver"ge terra1.n .and fifty
m11e separations are not practical in public safety applications
where a ~pecific geopolltlcal area must b4 covered

... _.~

There is )10 provisim.l for mutual ~id and inter agency operatior.s.
S~cb operat~Q~~ form t~~ backbone nf emergancy communications.

There 1s also no provision for eliminatln~ potential interference
from existing Canadian stations,

The time table for implementation of narro.... channel spacing will
not be effe-::tive unless all stetions ';h1luge system standards s1­
lIIul't.!'.neously. This, in reality, is 1\4possible. There are also
many '1uestions pertaining to frequency cooldtna'l:lon.

,!'echnical standarda necessary to support thi:s proposal do not ad-­
::.ress a CO:5"; ef:toct1v'! method of IIOd.1tylngexlsting equlpmen~.

There 1s eviden~e of problems w1th poor v01ce quality, tone
squelch de~odlng. data transmission. and tone signaling. Tone
signali~g 1s the main method of alerting in public safety commun­
ications and repl1lcement of existing equipment would be finan­
~ially prohibitive.

Considering the many financial and t_chnical re~~ons for the pub­
lic safetycommuuity to oppose the,.e regu::'atlons, I'lnd the poten­
tial ,;oJllpromise of t11e pubU.cs· safety. I request that the com­
mission withdraw thl~ notice of pl"oposed rule ma:itl1.1g #92--235.

S1!1~erely,


